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Two Court of Justice rulings  cl-arify  social  security rights
of migrgnt vrorkers.
Rulings given on lfarch 2 and 11,  t965 established  the
social  security rights  of migrant i,vorkers within  the Community
in  two parti.cular cases.  The first  nas that  of a worker  who
&ilstliving  and rvorking in  the sane menber country, crosses the
territory  of  another member country on his  way to work :  his
right  to social  security benefits in  connection vrith accidents
ocenring during his  journey, and his right  to claim damages from
third  parties  v'ras confirmed.  The second case is  that of  a
frontier  worker meeting rivith :rn accident in  a member country
othcr than that  wher:e he is  living,  even if  the accident is
unconnected with his  work or v,rith his  travel  to work.
In the first  case (l1e+)  tire Court was replying to inter-
locutory questions from the court of first  ins'bance of Maastricht
(Netherlands) concerning a dispute betlveen the "Pr6voyance  Sociale"
in  Brussels and a Belgian citizen  1,lI. Berthol-et. the rights  in
question derive from Art.  5Z  of  Common Market regulation no, J on
the social  security of migrant workers. Article  J2 deals rrith  the
situation  lrhere a social- security  body nakes grants to an insured.
person for  damages sustained on the territory  of  anobher eountry,
and obliges thlt  member strite to accept either  the subrogation of
the insurance body to the rights  of  the victim  or the right  of
thet body to proceerl ag4inst the third  parties  responsible.
The Court l^ras asked to decide whethe r  this  article  was applicable
before the coming into  force of bilateral  agreements between member
countries, referred to in  the second paragraph of  the same article.
It  also ruled th:t  article  )2 became applicabLe v'rithout limj.tation
once the person concerncd hacl been in  receipt  of benefit under
the legislation  of  the nember steLte.
The second ruling  (in  case 11/6+) was also on interlocurory
questions put thi*o time by the oourt of first  j-nsti,-nce of Assen
(Netherlands), in  connection v,'ith a dispute bet',reen a Dutch citizen,
Mne. van Dijck,  and the Setriebskrankenkasse of Heseper (Cermany)
Again it  was aske d whether article  52, regulation B rrv:;s applicable
before bilaterial  agreements had becn concluded, The Court ru1ed,
ars in  the first  case, tha+" there vras no limitation  on the scope of
article  52, and. also that  once the person concerned harl received
benefits for  i-njuries sustaincd, whpther they arose oub of his
employment  or not,  article  52 \,ras appJ.icabte.c.gE
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